Deal* Jim, Oesaell/ 23 ® 01 ®^ 00 ?/ % Record and the Government’ s 5/13/74 

Before I forgot, Ail has a surplus of pepper plants she potted yesterday, so find 
out how many you and May want. 

I did too aych obyaical work yesterday, si I fell sis asleep sitting up at 9 and 
slept until HI awakened me at 12*15, when 1 immediately fell asleep in bod and slept 
until about 4. Intending to be a good "boy" and get some rest to make up for it, I lay 
abed. But I didn’t sleep more. Instead I used tlie time to think* It is about one of the 
things of which I thought that I wrote, indicated above* 

It seems to me that once before I addressed this, perhaps in response to the 
Danaher line. 

I begin with what another night take as an argument but X think you will understand 
as intended to justify a line of reasoning. Rahefc to note that events more than justified 
this reasoning and the record shows it* 

When the ACLO oopped out on me on handling I'D! oases, whiah perhaps explains their 
hangup (just after the law was passed and before it was effective) I next turned to Bud, 
and this was right after the law was effective, summer 1968. Be then and for a long time 
would not and I would not be pro as, fearing the setting of adverse precedent. Finally 
he agreed to and he then worked my ass off with one change of mind after another before 
he did anything, as you my recall, I did an enormous amdunt of wasted work. 

Bio thing that sold his was my showing him what he himself agreed was a perjurious 
affidavit in support of an Exemption 7 claim. So, when confronted, with the -sane things, as 
X was certain ;ould happen and told him in advance, aa you know he also copped out on a 
direct attack and as a result you have the opeotro disaster our of what should have been 
the most solid suit of its kind. I repeatedly refused to file others because without 
corruption it is that solid and 1 did want it to serve as a good precedent. The hangup 
on the FBI was predictable. la foot, I predicted it. 

tfe are today in a comparable situation with the judges, and 1 do propose doing 
something, with the prediction that if we don’t that provision will be used exclusively 
as a legitimatizing of what it was enacted to prevent. She law will bo nutted. 

I have made many requests, 1 have done more wilting in my filed than all who can be 
considered serious writers combined. And not only have I not once used material that can 
be properly described in Exemption 7 terms, I have not asked for it. Moreover, where the 
government has released, as it has, what should have been withheld » and the examples 
are beyond counting - I have not once used it. Where I did use a document of this nature, 
in publishing it I destroyed all idan tif ioationa. It dealt With allegations of homo- 
sexuality and it is in Oswald in Bow Orleans* 

Unlike others, X agree with some of ta exemptions, if not all, end my arguments 
with others on specific instances are numerous. In correspondence alone I can remember 
Paul and Sliattuck, of ACLU. I know too much about how the innocent can be and have been 
hurt and I agree with the legitimate interpretation of Exemption 7 in particular* 

If there is a single case in all my countless requests where I ever asked for anything 
properly Exemption, on the mere allegation of it I dropped the request. I don’t think X 
ever made a single such request. Bracketing this I think a study of my requests will show 
an amassing and impressive consistency. X asked for only that which had been used (American 
flail) and never anything that could disclose the identity of an informant, for example. let 
there is a case where BJ did identify an informant and neither Fuel nor I have used it. 
When I asked 2om Kelley for the Bolden stuff and he said Bolden was sick in a way that 
made me believe it, I dropped that on the spot. When Mitchell declassified the Valle file* 
I h»d kept after tliis pretty hot- and a special set of copies was sent me, I refused to 
use it because of its nature, hia illness and his sex problems and his psych, record. Nor 
have I distributed copies. Or, I have a good record of which thia ie not all. 



W#ai is the record on the other aide? aidless lies, false swearing tisat I am certain 
crosses into perjury; wrongful olascdfioationg that ranges upward to the classifying of 
public, court" records and the denial to as in two oases of what was used in court and was 
published internationally, including in facsimile; a puerile effort to destroy the proof 
of this, in ay possession in the envelope in which it was nailed to me by Kleindienatj 
countless deceptions of courts* deliberate withholding from me what could not be wihheld 
until it could bo leaked to one whose Blouse could be depended upon iin one case Rhoads 
personally solicited this reporter to ask for it under FOX after refusing it to iso for a 
long time and then violating his regulations by not giving m equal access, not oven 
mailing mo a copy until long after’ publication); altering regulations after the fact to 
withhold what the regulations required bo given to me; and * guess I could add to this 
by consultation with my files* 

In two cases that I can think of I was solicited to use what could serve ulterior 
and wrongful government purposes* One had to do with the effort to defame the JFK family, 
the alternation I had with everyone else you should remember* Rhoads and GSA both actually 
anljojfoa mo in writing to apply for access* *ou my remember that I anticipated what hap- 
pened and asked if May would serve as my expert if X thereafter wanted to make request to 
try to undo harm that would bs done* And Marion ‘’ohnson called my attention to the declassi- 
fication of the de&iBation of Marguerite Oswald, her living out of wedlock with t&flahl. 

What of the fudges on this? In case after case X alleged and/or offered proof of 
perjury on Exemption 7* This includes Goss ell, as does the rewriting of the regulation* 

X think wo can gather an impressive record of false swearing that in several instances has 
to bo real perjury. like Rhoads swearing that I hate not even applied, the moot basic 
consideration under FOI* And Anderson swearing he had delivered what ho refused to deliver, 
in the presence of a witness* .&ih further proof the covering letter with which it was 
latpr delivered. Many cases. 1 also wrote Mitchell about this, Kleindisnts, too* But 
they they were the employers of the perjurers and Kloindionst the original liar? X can 
even produce a tape of a conversation with a deputy Deputy AS in which he told me right 
out that they ignored the AO’s controlling memo on the law and another of another phone 
conversation with Vawter in which he kg begged me to go to court instead of making him 
h jjdlo appeals* 

Some of what X did got despite an this hangypanky would be one of the more effective 
ways of doing something about these improprieties if I can even got the book in which they 
aro included printed but X will not give them away. I make whatever efforts I can, as 
recently as this last week with Gillie and the Sunday • u ondon limes, ofxorlng world rights 
In a deal for printing the book, with which ho is impressed, plus the right to condense 
commercially, etc* Here the hankypahky is in the context of their destruction of the 
evidence when ordered to give it to me plus the incredible moaning of all of it, the 
most unassailable proofs you will over see* Sd Kabak can give you an evaluation of the 
text alone* He does not have the documents, the appendix. • .The amountof work in this one 
project is more than enough for $0 Pdba. It goes back to 1964 nd began intensively in 
1966 an« you know how X work l 

What X am also saying is that in each and ovary case where X have been refused X can 
provide ths motive because I have not in any case asked for anything the content of which 
I did not have or know* X was not about to lot myself bo misused for the political purposes 
clear to me. In 2502-73, for example, as you know, aside from what Ford wrote, which includes 
the false leads, I have the correct info in a secret memo and have interviewed more than 
the two members of the Texas Court of Inquiry of which you know. I know from an n^iginul 
Texas official source the whole damned story and I have recently developed confirmation 
from still another original source* But tills also X am not about to blow because the 
book is partly written and entirely researched. 



Back to GesseHi when £ wanted to appeal and was broke and filed a statement In 
forma pauperis* and bad no Income and jay only asset a heavily-mortgaged home he 
denied it outright. Bad £ been able to appeal. I’d have proven how he was deliberately 
deceived and that the regulations were tampered with, etc, £ believe he knew It and that 
ho knew all along this was happening. I believe he has his own hangup(s) and that despite 
his better than average record this is the most improper thing for a judge, fl© oust be 
without hangups or should disqualify himself. 

As I have noted before, in this case £ deliberately confronted him with a conflict 
in the Bwom-to material. X interpret this as proof that Rankin knowingly swore falsely to 
the most material, that which Geaaell had asked for as the basis of deciding, and that 
his perjury was suborned by those who knew it. One maims, if there is the legal means, is 
to demand prosecution of either Rankin or of me, for perjury. The demand could include 
this long list of judicially-ignored falsa swearing by a variety of officials, ranging 
from agency heads down to FBI agents. X mean the plural. 1 have a Kansas case, the one 
that impressed Bud. 

Of course the other ijj a suit for money damages. X have wanted to file this from 
the time I first read the *ep> rt of the Adaiziistrative Conference, which lays out the 
legal basis for it. 

The paper should be here by now, it is time to make Mil's tea and serve it to her 
in bod, and thereafter £ want to pick up the writing I'm doing, so 1*11 end here, with 
on® suggestions why not take this up with your Nder contacts? They have much interest 
in this corruption, really rewriting of the lew* If the various groups in a position to 
help had not refused from the outset, the legal history of the law would have been 
entirely different, such was the nature of the oases X had selected. Maybe they will 
now see or find some way to help or make suggestions. If you decide to, they may have 
this for 1 have no doubt they will not use what is in it that can defame others. 

Let lao leave the record clear on ay approach to the ACLO. First it was with Qavid 
Isbell, of Covington, Burling, then in the Union Trust Bldg. £ also took him to the Archives 
several times and showed him Zapruder, shocking him (including with the use of the color 
slides). He asked me to write a memo to ‘kmroe Freeman, £ did. And never got any answer. 
Isbell, apparently on tho assumption that at some point the fads would come after me 
beoauso of the hurt my work could do them, also sent me to a lawyer named Rockefeller, 

X think on 19th St. BW, so I oould call him if they arrested me on some trumped-up 
charge. To this you might want to add for the Udder people the proofs of which you know 
of federal intrusions into my life and rights. 



Hastily, 



